Introduction

11
In 2004, the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation launched a program focusing on the "Microbiology of the Built same general areas. We identify the comparison set as authors publishing frequently in the same journals as 48 MoBE-funded publications.
49
Identifying Sloan Foundation-Funded Publications
50
A list of publications associated with the Sloan Fundation-funded MoBE program was compiled through a 51 combination of strategies. An initial set of papers was identified by manually searching for acknowledgement 52 of Sloan Foundation funding in any publications authored by the grantees during the program period.
53
Additional publications were identified by searching Google Scholar for relevant MoBE papers and identifying 54 those authored by grantees during the program period. Finally, each grantee (as well as sometimes their lab 55 members (n=˜50)) was contacted directly and asked whether the publication list we had for them was both 56 accurate and complete. This feedback led to some publications being removed from the list (as having not 57 derived from the Sloan Foundation's program) and others being added. In addition, we posted requests for 58 feedback in various social media settings (e.g., blogs, Twitter) asking for feedback on the list. The final list 59 contained 327 publications. 20 of these publications did not have digital object identifiers (DOIs) on record 60 and were excluded from further analysis.
61
Identifying Peer Authors
62
We sought to compare MoBE researchers to peers who were not funded by the MoBE program, in order to 63 control for ordinary developments in both individual careers (e.g., more senior researchers are likely to have 64 more collaborators) and research communities (e.g., more researchers are trained and join the community).
In what follows, researchers funded by the Sloan Foundation's program are referred to as the "collaboration" 66 authors; their peers are the "comparison" authors.
67
Several methods were considered for developing this comparison set. Keyword searches were judged to be too 68 noisy, producing significant numbers of false positive and false negative matches, as well as highly sensitive 69 to the particular keywords used. Forward-and-backward citation searches using the 307 MoBE articles 70 (compare [3]) produced lists on the order of 1,000,000 publications, which was judged to be impractically collaboration between researchers, particulary from disparate fields.
205
We note that the most dramatic differences between the MoBE collaboration and the comparison set could 206 not have been detected using the two statistics calculated by [5] , namely, giant component coverage and 207 mean distance. Giant component coverage approached unity for both networks, and the difference in mean 208 contrast, the most striking differences in this case appeared in density and transitivity.
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